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1. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is palmOne, Inc. of Milpitas, CA. palmOue, Inc, holds title to 
the present Application. 

2. RflJATED APPIEALS AND INTERFEI^NCpS 

There are no related appeals or interferences that will directly affect, be 4irectly affected 
by, or have a bearing on the present appeal, that are known to Appellants or Appellants' patent 
representative. 

3. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

TJie present appeal is directed to Claims 1, 2, 5-20, 22, and 24-29, all of which stand 
rejected pursuant to a final Office Action dated October 26, 2004. 

4. STAtpS OF AMENPMENTS 

Claims 1, 2, 5-20, 22, and 24-29 were pending in the application when a final Office 
Action dated October 26, 2004 was issued. 

No qpjendments to the cl^ms have been made subsequen| t(] the final Oflpce Action 
dated October 26, 2004. 

5. SUMMARY CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The, present invention relates generally to a system an4 q:^ethod for selling or pricmg a 
product (300), The system iopludes a data collection system (3p4) configure^ to collect data 
relating to an objwt (3 12), aif4 a pricing (risk assessinepft sy§t^ (4Q0) in conununication with 
the data collection system (304). The pricii^ system (400) is configured to sell or price the 
product (See, e.g.. Specification, par. [0034]) in accordance with the data relating to the object 
(312). 
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As such, the invention rej^es genemjly to a system method which would allow for 
finer, more accurate risjc assessments- It also provides a system and method which would allow 
for cjwnging, and/or reftj-timf rjsk assessmwts. It further provides an advantageous system and 
method for pricing or antomatjcaliy selling a product b^se^ pn directly observable or calculable 
personal, individualize^, ancj/or rp^-time information, and ifsing this information and comparing 
it to established mdustry specific tables. Such systems and methods may advantageously provide 
more accurate calculations of prodpct pricing, higher profits for the provider, lower prices for the 
custodier, etc* 

Independent Claim 1 relates to a system (300) for selling or pricing an insurance product 
(See, e.g., Specificatioij, pars, [0033] - [0034]). The system includes an object (3 12) that is 
insqred or capable of being insure4 by the insurance prqduct (See, e.g.. Specification, pars. 
[0033] - [0034]). The system also includes a wireless qommunications system (304) (See also, 
Specification pars. [0037]- [003 §]) at the same location as the object (312). The system finther 
incluc|es a location determining system (50, 1 14, 302) associated with the object (3 12) and 
capabje pf determining the object's location at any time. Further still, the system includes a data 
collection system (304) ppnfigured to collect data at predetermined intervals fi-om the location 
determining system (5Q, 1 14, 3p2), the data mclnding 9 present location of the object determined 
from the location determining 4f vice; and a pricing system (400, 200, 600) (See also, 
Specification, pars* [0Q30] and [0040]) in commumc4tion ^ith the data collection system. The 
pricing system is configured to price or sell the insurance product, based on the data. 

Independent C^ftim 10 yclates to a system for selling or pricing an insurance product. The 
system includes an object (112) that is insured or is capable of being insured by the insurance 
product. The system ajso includes a wireless conummications system (1 10) coupled to the object 
(1 12). The system fijrttier includes a location determining i^stem (1 14) coupled tp th^ object 
(1 12) and capable of determining the object's location when predetermined conditions are met 
Further still, the system includes a data collection system (100) configured to collect data fi:om 
the wireless communications system (1 10, 120), the data including the object's present location 
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determined from the iQQation determimng device (1 14, 50). Yet fi^rther stUI, the system includes 
a pricing system (200) in conrniunication with the data collection system (100), the pricmg 
system (200) configiqied tp price or sel| the insurance product (see §.g., Specigcafion, pars. 
[0023]), based on the data including the location of the object (1 12). The pricing system (200) 
communicates the price of lb© insuranpe product to an owner of the object (See, e.g., FIG. 3 and 
Specification, pars. [0041 ;| ftnd [0042]), 

Independent Claim 1 6 relates .to a method of monitoring us^ge of a product (3 12) for 
application of a product warranty. The n^ethod includes monitoring operational data relating to 
the produqf: with an operational monitoring system (302) while the protjuct is in use by a user of 
the product (312). The m^t^^od also includes conmiunicating the qperational data to a usage 
monitoring system (304) using a remote communications (110, 120, 140) meaps coupled to the 
operational monitoqng system (304). Ibe method further con^prises re^ordixig tjie operational 
data relating the use of the product (312) by the usage monitpring system (20P), Further still, 
the roethofi includes comparing the operational data to at least one operational specification 
relating to tbe prodifct us^ge (See, e,g„ Specification, par. [0039]) and determining whether 
terms of the product warranty have been altered based on the comparison (See, e.g., 
Specification, par* [P039]). 

Independent clain^ J 8 relates to a method for pricing ap insurance product The method 
includes receivipg jpformatipn firom ^ global positioning system (QPS) receiver (1 14) co\q)led 
with an object (1 12), the information is received ftom the remote transceiver (120) that is in 
communication with the GPS receiver (1 14), the information includes a location of the object 
(1 12). Further, the method jncludes collecting thp information in a database (e.g. 100, 304). 
Further still, the method ^eludes generating the price of the insurance product based on the 
information collected in the database (200, an4 See, Specification, par.[0030]). 

Independent claim 24 relates to a processing system. The processing system includes a 
receiver (120) configured to continuously receive data relating to an insurance product at 
predetermined periodic intervals, the insurance product insuring an object (1 12). The receiver 
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(120) receives the dat^ representative of the location of the object (1 12). The system also 
includes a central processing unit (CPU) (200) coupled to the receiver and a storage device (100) 
coupled to the CPU^ and having stored there infonnation for configuring the CPU to generate 
correlated data by correlating the received data to actuarial data (See, e.g.. Specification, par. 
[0030]), and to generate a price in accordance with the correlated data which takes into account, 
in the price, the location of the product during a defined period of time which spans a plurality of 
periodic intervals (See, e.g., Specification, par. [0030]). 

Independent claim 25 relates to a processing system. The system includes a receiver 
(304) configured to receive dfifta relating to the state of an object (312) at predetermined periodic 
intervals (See, e.g.. Specification par. [0036]). Hie system also includes a ceptral processing unit 
(CPU) (304) coupled to the receiver (304) and a storage device (304) CQupled to the CPU (304), 
and having stored therp information for configuring the CPU (304) to collect operational 
specification data relating to a warranty (See, e.g.. Specification, par. [0035]), and to compare the 
received data relating to the state of the object(3l2), to the operational specification data relating 
to the warranty (See, e.g.. Specification, par. [0039]). Further still the system is configured for 
determining whether the (erms of the warranty hqve been breached based on the comparison. Id. 
The system is furdier still configured for indicating to an owner of thp object, the determination 
(See, e.g., Specificatiop, par. [0042]). 

6. GROUNP OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

The issues on appeal are (1) whether the Examiner erred in rejecting Claims 1 , 2, 5-7, 10- 
14, 16-20, 22, and 24-29 as being unpatentable over U.S, Patent No. 5,933,813 fTeicher et al.^ 
and U.S. Parent No. 6,507,823 QM) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,725,201 Qogo) under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) ^nd (2) whether the px^pu^er erred in rejecting Claims 8, 9, 15, and 18 over 
Teicherctal>. Net Joao. in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,227,874 fVon Kghom) . 

7, A^GUMPNT 

A. LEGAL STANDARDS 
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Claims 1, 2, 5-20, 22, and 24-29 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), which 

states: 

A patent may not be obtame4 though the invention is not 
i4pntically disclosed or describe4 as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time th^ invention wais 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be jiegatived by the 
maqn^r in which the invention was made. 

The legal standards under 35 U^S.C. § 103(a) are well-settled. Obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) involves four factual inquiries: 1) the scope and content of the prior art; 2) the 
differences between the claims and the prior art; 3) the level of ordinary skill in the pertinpnt apt; 
and 4) secondary considerations, if any, of nonobviousness* See Qraham v, John Deere Co., 383 
U.S. 1, 148 U.S.P.Q. 459 (1966). 

hi proceedings before the Patent and Trademark Ofiice, the Examiner bears the burde^ of 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness based upon the prior art. In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d 
1468, \m-72, 223 U,S,P.Q. 785, 787-88 (Fed. Cir. 1984). '"[The Exammer] caa satisfy this 
burden qqly by showing some objective teaching in the prior art 6t that knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that individual to combine the relevant 
teachings of the references/" In re Fritch, 972 F.2d 1260, 1265, 23 US.P.Q.2d 1 780, 1783 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). 

As noted by the Federal Circuit, th^ "factual inquiry whether to combine references must 
be thorough and searching." McGinley v. Franklin Sports, Inc., 2^2 FJd 1339, 60 USPQ.2d 
1001 (Fed- Cir. 2001). Further, it "must be based on objective evidence of record." In r^ Lee, 
277 F.3d |338, 61 USPQ.2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 2002)- The teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed cpmbination must be found in the prior art, and not in the Appellant^' disclosuri^. In re 
Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ.2d 1438 (Fed. Cin 1991). The mere fact that references can be 
combined or modified does not render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also 
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suggests the desirability of the combination. In re Mills, 916 F,2d 680, 16 USPQ,2d 1430 (Fed. 
Cir. 1990). '*It is improper, in determining whether a person of ordinary skill would have been 
led to this combination of references, simply to '[use] tjisft which the inventor taught against its 
teacher,"' Lee (piling WX. Gore v. Garlock, hic, 721 p.2d 1540, 1553, 220 USPQ 303, 312-13 
(Fed Cin 1983)), 

B, RKJECTION OF CLAIMS 1, 2, S-7, lD-14, 16-20, 22, and 24-29 under 35 
U.S.C* §103(a) over Teicher et aU NeK and Joao. 

In the final Office Action dated October 26, 2004, Claims 1 , 2, 5-7, 10-14, 16-20, 22, and 
24-29 were rejected iwder 35 U.S^C: § 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No^ 5,933,813 
(Teicher etal,) and US, Patent No, 6,507,823 (Nd) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,725,201 (Joao). 

Jke £]|:^||iiner'$ rejection of Oaims 1, 2, 5^7, 10^14, 16-20, 22, and 24- 
29 unfler 35 U,S.C. § 103(a) over Teicher et al, > NeL and Joao should be reversed 
because there is no su^estipn to coQibine the teachui^ of Teicher et aL, Nei, and 
Joao . 

To establish a prima &cie case of obviousness based on a combination of prior art 
references under 35 U.S.C, § 1 03(a), the Examiner mysj; first show that there is a suggestion or 
motivation to pombine the teachings of those references. This may come in the forpa of some 
objective teaching in the prior art or, alternatively, knowledge generally availal^je to one of 
ordinary skijl in the ar( at the time of the invention that would lead that individual tp combine the 
relevant teachings of the references. When the motivation to combine the teachings of the 
references is not imqiediately apparent, it is the duty of the Examiner to explain why the 
combination pf the teachings is proper. Ex pqrte Skinner, 2 USPQ.2d 1788 (Bd. Pat. App. & 
Inter. 1986). 

In this case, the Examiner has not shown - and indeed, cannot show - that there would 
have been any motivation or suggestion to one of skill in the art to combine general knowledge 
with the teachings of Teicher et aK, NeL and Joao , The Examiner indicated that in the abstract 
lines 1-10 of Teicher etal. it is stated that a data processor for promoting sales of products 
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includes price storage devices for storing basic price intbrniation ai^d that the basic price 
information includes the basic price of thp products. The Examiner also indicated that the 
product is interpreted as an object 

AppeU^nts disagree with the application of the Teicher et al. reference in the rejection. 
The object ^^^d Ijie ipsurance product are two completely different items in Appellants 
indq)|Bqdent cl^ms 1, 10, 18, and 24. Further, Appellants respectively submit that the product 
and the product wranty qf claims 16 and the warranty and fte object of claim 25 are different 
items as well. The f^ct that the pxaminer is interpreting the product and the object as the same 
items is erroneous in application of the reference in the § 103(a) rejection. The system for selling 
or pricing the insurance product based on the location of the object is not disclosed, taught or 
suggestpd by apy proper cojnbinaUon of Teacher et al.. NeL and Joao , In the Teicher et al. 
reference, the Ipc^tion of tl|e product and the products price itself are changed, possibly based on 
the locatiQij of ^e product- In Appellants' claims, the location of the object is determined and a 
price of a product which is different from the object, for example an insurance premium is based 
on the loc^on pf the object which is being insured by the insurance product The sale price of 
the objept is not being changed as in Teicher et al. The situation of Appellants' claims and tjie 
Teicher et pi referei^ce are very different Accordingly, because there is no teaching or 
suggestiop of tj^e iinjitations discussed above, no combination of references has provided the 
sugges^ioh to combipe the references. No combination of Teicher etal.. Nel, and Joao provide 
any deshi^bility for tjie clainjed combination. 

Because the pxamir^^ h^ not shown that the purported motivation to combine the 
teachings of Tei^^^etaL, NeL ^d Joao has come from the reference itself or from Iq^owledge 
generally ^v^ili^J^lp to one of ordinary s|q^ in the art because the reference does not pf^^l[\ or 
sugge^ th^ |he jpsurance product or the warranty product price are based on the location of an 
object tljat is hding warranted or insm:ed, the Examiner has not provided a proper pa»p of 
obviousness. 
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The Examiner's alleged motivation is thus similar to reasoning which was held to be 
insufficient to support a motivation to combine teachings of cited references by the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit. In re Lee, 277 F.3d 1338, 61 USPQ.2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 
In that case, the Board stated tiiat the "conclusion of obviousness may be made from comn^op 
l^np^vledge and common sens^ qf a person or ordinaiy skill in the art without any specific bint oj" 
su^estion in a particular reference." The Federal Circuit rejected this logic, stating that ''neither 
the examiner nor the Board adequately supported thp selection and combination of the . . • 
references to render obvious that whidi Lee described." 

Without a proper motivation to combine thp ^cachings of Teicher et al. , Nel, and Joao and 
Knowledge of one of ordinary skill hi the art, it is ^parent that hmdsight reasoning has been used 
t||at relies on the Appellant's own disclosure as a roadmap. 

Accordingly, the Appellants respectfully request reversal of the rejection of Claims 1, 2, 
5-7, 10-14, 16-20, 22, and 24-29. 

IL The E:Kamuier's reject^pn of Claims 1, 2, 5-7, 10-14, 16-20, 22, and 24- 
29 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over knowl^dp of one of ordinary ^^ilt in the art in 
view of Teicher et aL, Nel, Joao should h^ reversed because at least one limitation of 
e^ch Qf these claims is not taught or sug^^^ted by the combination. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 2, 20, aqd 21 under 35 U.S,C^ § 103(a). 

Appellants respectfiilly submit that none of Jeicheret aL. Neh and Joao teach the pricing 
of an insurance product based on the location of an object. Appellants would like to clariiy that 
the object an4 tt^e insurance product are different ifems. The object referred to in independent 
claims 1, 1 0, 18, and 24, are associated with a tr^ismitter, to communicate the location of the 
object. The ojjject, for example, may be a watch, ^ vehicle, or other tangible personal prop»ty. 
See e.g., Specification p, 7, paragraph [0026]. On the other hand, the insurance product, may be 
a policy, warranty, instrument, coverage plan, etc., relating to risk coverage such as an insurance 
policy, a warranty, an underwriting, etc. Because the risk associated with the object may change 
based on the dynamically changing location of the object, the price of the insurance product may 
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also change dyn^ically. Accordingly, the system for seljiqg or pricing tl^e insurance product 
cited in independent claims 1, 10, 1 8, and 24 whicli are ^sociated with an object and that 
object's location, is not disclosed, taught, or suggested by a proper combination of Teicher^taL 
and NeL Joao > Contraiy to the Examiner's position, no combination of Teicheretal.. NcK and 
Joao tpaehes the selling of a in^iirance product b^sed on the object location. The combined 
reference^ may teach using pricing information based on sensing predetermined criteria, but does 
not te^h pricing of an insurance product, like an insurance policy premium, based on the 
location of an object Accordingly, the teachings of TeicherctaL, NeL and Joao are significantly 
different thiiii the teachings recifed in independent claims 1 , 1 0, 1 8» and 24. Therefore, the 
rejections of independent claims 1, 10, 18, and 24 are requested to be withdmwn. 

With regprd to independent claims 1 6 and 25» neit)ier Teicher et NeL npr Joaq afone, 
or in any proper combination, discloses a method of monitoring usage of a product for 
application of a product warranty. Nowhere does Teichpr et al., NeL or Jo^o disclose monitoring 
a product warranty. Nowhere does Teicher et al> . NeL or Joao disclose, te^ch, or suggest the 
monitoring of operational data relating to the product and/or comparing the operational dat^ to at 
least one operational specij^pation relating to the product As disclosed by the Examiner, Teicher 
et al, dis|clpses a sales promotiq?! system including a pricing aspect thereo|^ The system in 
Teichef ct al. does not disclose monitoring operational data relating to the^product and comparing 
the operational data to at least one operational specification. As described in Appellants' 
specification, the operational data may be used tp determine whether the warranty is still valid 
and/of tfie level or value of such warranty. Accordingly, there is no such teachings in Teicher et 
aL NeL or Joao for warranty monitoring. Accordingly, the rejections to independent claims 1 6 
and 25 and their respective dependent clauns are requested to be withdrawn. 

C. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 8, 9, 15, and 18 under 35 US.C. §103(a) over 
Teicher et al„ Nel. Joao, and Von Kohom, 

In the final Office Action dated October 26, 2004, Claims 8, 9, 15, and 1 8 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 5,933,813 (Teicher et aLL U.S. 
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Patent No. 6,507,823 (Nel), and U.S. Patent No. 6,725,201 (Joao) in view of U,S. Patent No, 
5,227,874 (Vop Kchom) . 

I. The Examiner's rejection pf Claiifis 8, 9, 15y and 18 under 35 U.S.C § 
103(a) over Teicher ct aL^ NeL Joao, and Von Kohorn , should be reversed because 
th^re is no suggestion to combine the teachings of Teicher eta!,, NeL Jpao^ am) yon 
Kohorn. with loiowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art and claim liinitatioiu of 
each of claims 8, 9, 15, and 18 are not tau^t by any combination of the references. 

Appellants respectfully submit that the arguments provided in Section B of this Appeal 
Brief are equally applicable to claims 8, 9, 1 5, and 1 8 in that the addition of the Joao reference 
does not provide the deficiencies of the references described in Section B. Accordingly, 
Appellants request the iteversal of the rejection of claims 8, 9, 1 5, and 1 8, 

CONCLUSION 

In yiew of the foregoing, the Appellants submit th^t Claims 1, 2, 5-7, 10-14, |6-20, 22, 
and 24-29 are not properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent No, 5,^33,813 
(Teicher et al,\ U,S. Patent No, 6,507,823 (Nd), U.S. Patent No. 6,725,201 (Joao) . an4 U.S, 
Patent No. 5,227,874 (Von KohomX and are therefore patentable. Accordingly, the Appellants 
resppct&Uy rpqupst tt)^t the Board reverse all clait^ fpjecl^QDs and indicate that a notice of 
allowance respecting all pending claims should be is$ypd. 



Respectfully submitted , 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

L A system for selling or pricing an insurance product, comprising: 

an object th^ is insured or capable of being insure4 by the insurance product; 

a wireless cominMnic^tions system at the san^e location as the object; 

a location determining system associated with the ojjject and capable of 
determining the object's location at any time; 

a data collection system configured to cqllect data at predeterroined intervals from 
the location determining system, the data including a preseat location of the object determined 
from the location determining device; and 

a pricing system in communication with the data collection systen^, the pricing 
system configured to price or sel| the insurance product, based on the data. 

2. The system of Claim 1, wherein the pricing system is in electronic comipuoication 
with the data collection system via wireless ^ransmitten 

3-4. (Cancelled), 

5. The system of Claim 1, wherein the data relating to the product is data relating to 
at least one of a selected operational parameter, temperature, humidity, hours of operation, and 
time between service. 

6. The system of Claim 1 , wherein the data collection system ftirther comprises a 
data storage system. 

7- The system of Claim 6, wherpin the data storage system is configured to 
communicate with the pricing system, 

8. The system of Claim 1 , wherem the product is an insurance policy. 

9. The system of Claim 1, wherein the product, is a warranty. 



001.1790332.4 



'12- 



Application Serial No. 10/001,580 



Atly. Dkt. No. 035451-0166 (3704.Palm) 



1 0. A system for selling or pricing an insurance product, comprising: 

an object insured or capable of being insured by the insurance product; 

a wireless communications system coupled to the object; 

a location determining system coupled to the object and capable of determining 
the object's location when predetermined conditions are met; 

a data collection system configured to collect data from the wireless 
communications system, the data including the object^s present location determined from the 
location determining device; and 

a pricing system in communication with the data collection system, the pricing 
system configured to price or sell the insurance product, based on the data including the location 
of the object, 

\^erein the pricing system conununicates the price of the insurance product to an 
owner of the object. 

1 1 . The system of Claim 1 0, wherein receiving data further comprises receiving data 
at predetermined intervals. 

12. The system of Claim 1 0, wherein receiving data from a remote location further 
comprises receiving data from a remote transmitter. 

13. The system of Claim 12, wherein the remote transmitter is a wireless transmitter, 

1 4. The system of Claim 1 3 , wherein the remote transmitter is a wireless location 
transmitter. 

1 5. The system of Claim 10, wherein tiie data related to the subject further comprises 
data related to at least one of location, secinity system status, fire protection system status, crime 
statistics, environmental conditions, usage time, time of day, and day of year. 
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16. A method of monitoring usage of a product for application of a product warranty, 
comprising: 

monitoring operationaJ data relating to the product with an operational monitoring 
system while the product is in use by a user of the product; 

communicating the operational data to a usage monitoring system using a remote 
conrniunications means coupled to the operational monitoring system; 

recording the operational data relating to the use of the product by the usage 
monitoring system; 

comparing the operational data to at least one operational specification relating to 
the product us^e; and 

determining vsdiether terms of the product warranty have been altered based on the 

comparison* 

17. The method of Claim 16, wherein the operational data is at least one of 
temperature data, time between service, pressure, miles^e between service, humidity, user, time 
of day, and day of year, 

18. A method for pricing an insurance product, comprising: 

receiving information ftom a global positioning system (GPS) receiver coupled 
with an object, the information received from a remote transceiver that is in communication with 
the GPS receiver, the information including a location of the object; 

collecting the information in a database; and 

generating the price of the insurance product based on the information collected in 

the database. 

1 9. The method of Claim 1 8, wherein receiving information further comprises 
receiving information at predetermined intervals. 

20. The method of Claim 1 8, wherein the remote transmitter is a wireless transmitter. 
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2L (Caacelled). 

22. The method of claim 1 8, wherein the insurance product comprises at least one of 
an insurance policy, an insurance premium, and a warranty. 

23. (Cancelled). 

24. A processing system comprismg: 

a receiver configured to continuously receive data relating to an insurance product 

at predetermined periodic intervals, the instance product insuring an object, the receiver 

receiving the data representative of the location of the product; 

a central processing unit (CPU) coupled to the receiver; and 

a storage device coupled to the CPU, and having stored there information for 

configuring the CPU to 

generate correlated data by correlating the received data to actuarial data, and 
generate a price in accordance with the correlated data which takes into account, 

in the price, the location of the product during a defined period of time which spans a plurality of 

periodic intervals. 
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25. A processing system comprising: 

a receiver configured to receive data relating to the state of an object at 

predetermined periodic intervals; 

a central processing unit (CPU) coupled to the receiver; and 

a storage device coupled to the CPU, and having stored there information for 

configuring the CPU to 

collect operational specification data relating to a warranty, and 

compare the received data relating to the state of the object, to the operational 

specification data relating to the warranty; 

determining whether the terms of the warranty have been breached based on the 

comparison; 

indicating to an owner of the object, the determination. 

26. The system of claijcn 1 , wherein the object is an automobile, 

27. The system of claim 1, vrfierein the object is a computer. 

28« The method of claim 1 8, further comprising: 

receiving information from an electronic sensor coupled to the object, the 
information received fi^om a remote transceiver that is in communication with the electronic 
sensor. 

29. The method of claim 18, wherein the price of the insurance product is changed at 
predetermined intervals, based on the information collected in the database up to Ihe time of the 
price change. 
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